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Abstract 
Literature in knowledge management is rich with studies of successful factors and case studies of large 
organizations. But question still remains: does size matter? Are there any differences in the use and practice of 
knowledge management between small and medium enterprises (SMEs) and large organizations?  This paper 
reports a recent study investigating this fundamental question. A two phase research approach is undertaken in 
this study. First a qualitative filed study is undertaken by collecting data via interviews of five large 
organizations and ten SMEs. Content analysis of the interview data indicate “Competitive Pressure”, 
“Customer Demand and Expectation”, “Top Management Support/Leadership”, “Organizational Structure”, 
“Organizational culture”, and “Benefits to individuals”  being the significant factors of knowledge 
management. The qualitative study reveals that there are no significant differences between the SMEs and large 
organizations on KM factors. A quantitative analysis is then undertaken on a recently collected dataset and the 
qualitative results are reconfirmed. This is contrary to the traditional literature on Information Systems which 
generally reports that size does matter in IS adoption. The implications of the study are highlighted.  
Keywords 
Knowledge Management, Knowledge Management Systems, SMEs, Large Organizations, Australia, Qualitative, 
Quantitative, Content Analysis, PLS 
Introduction and Background 
Human civilizations have been preserving and passing knowledge from generation to generation for a better 
understanding of the past and therefore, the future. Knowledge management refers to a systematic and 
organizational specific framework to capture, acquire, organize, and communicate both tacit and explicit 
knowledge of employees so that other employees may utilize them to be more effective and productive in their 
work and maximize organization’s knowledge (Alavi & Leidner 1999; Davenport, Long & Beers 1998). 
Knowledge management includes four knowledge processes: knowledge creation, knowledge storage, 
knowledge distribution, and knowledge application (Alavi & Leidner 1999; Myers 1996; Wiig 1993).  
Literature has defined knowledge management (KM) in a number of ways. For example, Carayannis (1999, p. 
219) suggests that knowledge management “can be viewed as a socio-technical system of tacit and explicit 
business policies and practices. These are enabled by the strategic integration of information technology tools, 
business processes, and intellectual, human, and social capital”. Wiig (1993, p.458) defines knowledge 
management as “the field of deliberately and systematically analysing, synthesizing, assessing, and 
implementing knowledge related changes to attain a set of objectives”. Sveiby (1998) describes knowledge 
management as “the art of creating value from an organization’s intangible assets”. Sarvary (1999, p.95) defines 
knowledge management as “a business process”. It is the process through which firms create and use their 
institutional or collective knowledge. Saffady (1998, p.3) views knowledge management as “the systematic, 
effective management and utilization of an organization’s knowledge resources”. Malhotra (1998) defines 
knowledge management as “Knowledge Management caters to the critical issues of organizational adoption, 
survival and competence in face of increasingly discontinuous environmental change. Essentially, it embodies 
organizational processes that seek synergistic combination of data and information processing capacity of 
information technologies, and the creative and innovative capacity of human beings”. In this study, the definition 
by Ruggles (1998) is adopted , which is as follows: “KM is…. an approach to adding or creating value by more 
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actively leveraging the know-how, experience, and judgment reside within and, in many cases, outside of an 
organization.” (Ruggles 1998, p. 80).  
This definition highlights important elements of knowledge management. The “know-how” aspect of KM 
emphasizes the “explicit” knowledge, which can be easily captured and codified (Bonner 2000). On the other 
hand the “experience” and “judgment” aspects of KM reflects the “tacit” or “implicit” knowledge, which is 
difficult to capture and formalize (Bonner 2000). The definition also emphasizes that primary purpose of 
knowledge management is to add or create “value”.  
Based on the literature (Polanyi 1962, 1967; Nonaka & Takeuchi 1995; Spender 1996; Alavi & Leidner 2001; 
Leonard & Sensiper 1998), knowledge basically can be divided into two categories: tacit knowledge and explicit 
knowledge. Some common applications of tacit knowledge are problem solving, problem finding, and prediction 
& anticipation (Leonard & Sensiper 1998). Tacit knowledge basically consists of two dimensions: cognitive and 
technical elements (Nonaka & Takeuchi 1995). The cognitive dimension of tacit knowledge refers to “mental 
models”, which assist human beings in interpreting and understanding the world around them; individuals’ 
perspectives, beliefs, and opinions are some examples of tacit knowledge (Nonaka & Takeuchi 1995). The 
technical element of tacit knowledge includes things such as crafts, skills, and problem-solving abilities (Nonaka 
& Takeuchi 1995). Tacit knowledge is personal and context-specific; therefore it is more difficult to formalize 
and communicate (Nonaka & Takeuchi 1995). Contrasting to tacit knowledge’s subjective nature, explicit 
knowledge is more objective and generally can be codified or documented in formal or systematic format 
(Nonaka & Takeuchi 1995). Information in the databases, library, and Internet are some examples of explicit 
knowledge.  Tacit knowledge could have higher value than explicit knowledge since people always know more 
than they can tell (Sveiby 1997, p. 34; Moody & Shanks 1999). Furthermore, in order to apply explicit 
knowledge in practices, it must be converted to the tacit knowledge (Moody & Shanks 1999). For example, 
students have to understand the knowledge, i.e., concepts, definitions, theories, formulas, they learn in the 
classroom and books before they can apply them to interpret, understand, and solve the problem in reality.  
 
A lot of research has been done on various aspects of knowledge management in large organizations. However 
the literature on knowledge management comparing large businesses (more than 200 staff) and SMEs (less than 
200 staff) is very limited. This research is aimed to address this gap and it investigates the role of business size in 
knowledge management practices. Thus this study addresses the following research questions:  
(i) are there any differences in the use and practice of knowledge management between SMEs and large 
organizations?  
(ii) does size matter? 
Research Design  
A two phase research approach is undertaken in this study. First a qualitative field study is undertaken by 
collecting data via interviews of five large organizations and ten SMEs. A quantitative analysis is then 
undertaken on a recently collected dataset. A revised ‘Unified Theory Acceptance and Use of Technology 
(UTAUT)’ is developed and tested in this phase (Venkatesh et al. 2003).  
Qualitative Field Studies  
A convenience sampling procedure was undertaken to select companies which were willing to be included in the 
field study. It is noted that convenience sampling is frequently undertaken in business research (Zikmund 2000). 
Main selection criterion was that the companies must be involved in various stages of knowledge management. 
Five large businesses and ten small and medium size companies took part in the study.   At least one key person 
in the company, who has the knowledge of knowledge management, was contacted for interview. 
Data Collection 
Semi-structured interview technique was used as the primary vehicle to collect data. The interview plan followed 
the guidelines of Whiteley et al. (1998) and Patton (1990). The final interviews were scheduled as per the 
convenience of the interviewees, so that there were minimum disruptions and interruptions in their working 
schedules. A pre-interview session was conducted first via telephone, which provided each interviewee an idea 
about the interview process and gave them some food for thought. Each interview lasted for about one hour. 
With the permission of the interviewees, each interview was recorded using a micro-audio recorder. Each 
interview was transcribed the following day in order to reflect on the body language and other non-verbal cues 
fresh from memory. The semi-structured interview questions focused on the areas of information needed in this 
research include: (i) the general perceptions and understanding of KM, (ii) current practices of KM in the 
company (iii) motivations for adopting KM, (iv) main factors that influence the establishment of KM and the 
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links between those factors, (v) barriers to putting KM into place, (vi) factors that would encourage people to 
participate in KM, (vii) factors that would prevent people in adopting and practising KM, (viii) required 
resources and facilitating factors of implementing KM, (ix) elements of KM critical to firm’s strategic 
capabilities or survival,  (x)  most important knowledge areas for your business, (xi) individual factors which 
impact upon KM effectiveness, (xii) information technology for KM and it’s role in KM, (xiii) expected KM 
benefits, and (ixx) relationship of KM with organizations’ strategic objectives and with business success. Before 
the final interviews were carried out a pre-test of the interview questions was conducted with a company. The 
interview questions proved to be working well in getting the required information. However, minor adjustments 
were made based on the feedback. 
Data Analysis  
One of the challenges in qualitative research is data analysis. A number of tools and techniques are available in 
the literature (Miles & Huberman 1994). These tool(s) must be selected based on the objectives of the research. 
Since the research in this phase was more exploratory than confirmatory in nature, “content analysis” was chosen 
as a method in analyzing the interview transcripts (Berg 2001). Two-stage content analysis was carried out for 
data analysis. Stage one dealt with single interview transcripts, while stage two dealt with cross interview 
transcripts (Miles & Huberman 1994). Tables 1 and 2 present the demographic information on the companies 
involved in the field study. It is noted that among 10 SME participants (see Table-2) there are two community 
services clubs, tourism and hospitality service, two real estate services, two health services, two education 
providers and one IT firm. The size of the company varied from 7 staff to around 200. In the meantime, among 
five large business participants there are two government organizations and three private companies (one mineral 
resource, one consulting, and one engineering). Size of the company varies from 200 staff to over 4000 staff. 
One private company and one public organization have knowledge manager or chief knowledge officer on 
board. All companies are involved in various stages of knowledge management. Tables 1 and 2 also present the 
interviewees’ positions in their organizations.  
Table 1: Demographic Information of SMEs  
 Com 
 1 
Com 
 2  
Com  
3 
Com  
4 
Com  
5 
Com 
 6 
Com 
7 
Com  
8 
Com 
9 
Com 
10 
Nature of 
Business 
 
IT  
(Software 
Development, 
sales and 
support)   
Tourism 
and 
Hospitality 
Services  
Aged Care 
services 
and 
community 
health 
services   
 
Education Community 
Services Club 
(Entertainment 
and Leisure) 
Educ-
ation  
Real 
Estate 
Serv-
ices  
Comm-
unity 
Services 
Club 
(Enter-
tainment 
and 
Leisure) 
Health 
Ser-
vices  
Real 
Estate 
Ser-
vices  
Size 7  37 88 119 190 14 14 110 14 60 
Interview 
Participants’ 
Position  
Owner  CEO  HR 
Manager 
Principal PR Manager General 
Manager 
 Ow-
ner  
 CEO  
Office 
Admin 
Man-
ager 
 
Man-
aging 
Dire-
ctor 
 
Table2: Demographic Information of Large Organizations  
 Company 1 Company 2 Company 3 Company 
4 
Company 5 
Nature of 
Business 
 
Public 
Service 
(Resources 
preservation) 
Mineral 
Resources 
 
 
Consulting 
(International) 
 
Public 
Service 
(Justice) 
Engineering 
& Construction 
(Multinational) 
Size   >2,00   593  
 
4,500  
 
>2,00 4000  
 
Interview 
Participant’s 
Position  
Director of 
Strategic 
Development 
& Corporate 
Affairs 
 
Managing 
Director 
National Board 
Member 
& Partner  
 
Change & 
Knowledge 
Manager 
1. Director & Chief Financial 
Officer 
2.Director of 
Business Development 
& Director of 
Corporate Affairs 
3.Manager-Business Proposal 
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Results  
Table 3 presents significant factors of knowledge management for both large businesses and SMEs. The five 
significant factors of KM for SMEs, chosen by all ten companies, are: “Competitive Pressure”, “Customer 
Demand and Expectation”, “Top Management Support”, “Organizational Structure”, and “Organizational 
culture”. The four significant factors for large businesses, chosen by all five companies, are: “Organizational 
Culture”, “Organizational Structure”, “Top management support”, and “Benefits to individuals”. It is noted 
that financial issues were not mentioned.  
Table 3: Significant Factors of Knowledge Management  
 SMEs  Large Businesses  
External  
Factors  
? Competitive Pressure 
? Customer Demand and Expectation 
 
Internal  
Factors   
? Top Management Support 
? Organizational Structure 
? Organizational culture 
? Organizational Culture 
? Organizational Structure 
? Top management support 
? Benefits to individuals 
Participants of the field study felt that their companies’ initiatives on knowledge management have been initiated 
by the tough competition and customers’ demand for better and more value-for-money services.  Organizations 
exist within an “open” environment where external influences (i.e., changes in the marketplace) have direct 
impact on their internal operation (Ward 1994; Moffet, McAdam & Parkinson 2003). Through fostering 
collaborative practices and knowledge sharing, knowledge management can enhance organizations’ ability of 
learning about the external environment , and thus improve their responsiveness (Lemon & Sahota 1998; Moffet 
et al. 2003). In the meantime while the knowledge about customer is the most important knowledge domain for 
businesses (Alavi & Leidner 1999), effective knowledge management can equip organizations with the 
capability to better understand and better serve their customers.  
Top management plays critical roles in knowledge management (Pan & Scarbrough 1999), and provides vision 
and energy for the organization’s efforts in managing its knowledge assets. For example, the leadership process 
in General Electric (GE) is all about sharing knowledge and creating knowledge. The top management in GE has 
focused on the importance of sharing knowledge. The knowledge sharing practice starts at the top (Lioyd & 
Stewart 2002). All the interview participants express the view that support from top management, i.e., 
understanding the importance of knowledge management, commitment, leadership, is crucial for the success of 
knowledge management s in organization. Without management’s commitment and emphasis on knowledge 
management, people won’t take it seriously (De Tienne et al. 2004). At the same time, business leaders should 
pay attention to various issues associated with of knowledge management, including culture, structure, process, 
training and development. Simply investing money in IT can only produce more examples of KM failures.  And 
more attention should be given to people since businesses make profits through selling and effectively using 
their knowledge (tacit knowledge) (Sveiby 1995; Lioyd & Stewart 2002).  Top management need to work on 
creating a climate of trust where people can share knowledge with confidence (Pan & Scarbrough 1999) and 
look at how they can embed knowledge into people’s day-to-day work to help them do their jobs more 
effectively and efficiently (Lytras 2005).  
Organizational culture has been increasingly recognized as a major barrier to knowledge management (De Long 
& Fahey 2000; Gold, Malhorta & Segars 2001). All the participants of the field study shared the importance of 
organizational culture, which influences the effects of other factors (i.e., technology, management practices) of 
knowledge management practices (Syed-Ikhsan & Rowland 2004), on the success of knowledge management.  
Organizations have to create an environment where people feel comfortable and are willing to share their 
knowledge. A knowledge-oriented culture challenges people to share knowledge throughout the organization 
(Davenport & Prusak 1998; Gold et al. 2001). In the meantime, the benefits of knowledge management need to 
be demonstrated, and knowledge-sharing practices should be rewarded with tangible (i.e., financial rewards) and 
intangible (i.e., recognition) incentives (DeTienne et al. 2004). There was also a general agreement among 
participants that organizational structure facilitates the knowledge sharing and cross-boundary collaboration.  
Organizations with flexible and organic structure are more likely to achieve the perceived benefits of knowledge 
management than those organizations that are rigid and bureaucratic (Gold et al. 2001). Organizations with a 
rigid structure must be prepared to re-engineer its organizational structure to facilitate knowledge management.  
The Role of Business Size in Knowledge Management  
Past research has reported the impact of size in the adoption of technology. For example, Kimbley and Evansiko 
(1981) suggest that adoption of technical innovation tend to spread widely in large organizations. Premkumar et 
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al. (1997) report larger organizations are more likely to adopt EDI. Thong (1999) finds that organizational size is 
positively related to the organization’s adoption decision of information systems.  Buonanno et al. (2005) find 
company size is significantly related to ERP adoption. Rogers (1995) points out that business size has positive 
impact on organizational innovativeness, the organization’s willingness to adopt the innovation. Sarvary (1999) 
suggests that large firms with large customer base tend to perceive a KMS more useful and have a better chance 
to apply KMS to build sustain competitive advantage. In the mean time, there exists an argument that large 
organizations in Australia may not be the most innovative sources of knowledge management. Sveiby (1995) 
says that “If we wish to see the future of corporate Australia, we don't need a crystal ball or sophisticated 
forecasts by economists. All we need to do is to visit some of the small fastest growing and most successful 
knowledge companies. The management styles they are pioneering and the strategies they are pursuing will be 
the case stories taught in the standard curriculum of the management schools of Australia”.  
The results of this study indicate that there are no major differences in significant factors of KM between large 
businesses and SMEs across different industries. In today’s highly competitive market environment, companies 
have to practice knowledge management and it is quite impossible to survive the severe competition without 
effectively managing knowledge. Perhaps larger companies are practising knowledge management more 
consciously and systematically than their smaller counterparts.  And the former might have more resources and 
deploy more advanced information technology to manage knowledge.  
Quantitative Studies  
The impact of business size in knowledge management was further studied through a confirmatory approach. In 
this phase of the research the impact of business size in knowledge management systems (KMSs) adoption and 
diffusion was particularly studied via quantitative analysis.  Knowledge management system (KMS) is a way or 
approach to deal with the generation, preservation, and sharing of both tacit and explicit knowledge within and 
outside of the organization, which essentially involves the applications of Information Technology systems and 
other organizational resources (Alavi & Leidner 1999). Some of the common applications of KMS are: (1) 
organizing and sharing/ transferring of internal benchmarks/best practices, (2) constructing corporate knowledge 
directories, such as corporate yellow pages, people information archive, etc., (3) creating knowledge networks 
and knowledge maps; among many others (Alavi & Leidner 2001). Diffusion is “the process by which an 
innovation is communicated through certain channels over time among the members of a social system”. The 
four elements of a KMS diffusion process are: the innovation (KMS), communication channel, time (to adopt or 
reject a KMS), and the social systems (Australian Organizations).  
The Research Model  
Past research on the diffusion process has identified a number of factors influencing the diffusion of an 
innovation. Many of the past studies on innovation diffusion have applied model(s) by Ajzen & Fishbein (1980) 
and Davis (1986). Ajzen & Fishbein (1980)’s Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) and Davis (1986)’s 
Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) have been widely used to explain the diffusion of innovation. Basically, 
the researchers have suggested that some external factors influence the perceptions about an innovation, which in 
turn affect the diffusion of the innovation, i.e. ‘External Factors’ ? ‘Perceptions’ ? ‘Diffusion’. This simple 
model is generic in nature and is likely to be applicable, with some adjustments, in various innovation diffusion 
processes. Built on the simple model, this research developed a KMS diffusion model arising from “Venkatesh 
et al.’s (2003) Unified Theory of Acceptance & Use of Technology (UTAUT) model (see Figure-1) was 
developed. There are six factors in the model, namely performance expectancy, effort expectancy, social 
influence, facilitating conditions, initiation of KMS, and Use Behavior. Organizational size was used as a 
moderating variable. The model was tested with two data sets collected from two surveys of KMS adoption and 
diffusion conducted Australia-wide and in Western Australia respectively.  
Performance Expectancy can be defined as the belief that KMS will attain gains in job performance (Ventatesh 
et al. 2003).  Some expected benefits of use of KMS include: (1) benefits to decision makers, (2) more effective 
in jobs, (3) more creative in jobs, (4) productivity enhancement,  (5) cost and time reduction,  (6) increased 
knowledge building,  (7) avoiding repeating the same mistakes,  (8) better customer services, and (9) high-tech 
image. Effort Expectancy is defined as the degree of ease associated with the use of KMS (Venkatesh et al. 
2003). Dimensions of effort expectancy include (1) simple to learn and use, (2) cheap to learn and use, (3) quick 
to get knowledge from, and (4) accessible from anywhere anytime. Social Influence is about others’ influence on 
use of KMS (i.e., peer pressure, following leaders’ lead, respected people’s influence, superior’s encouragement, 
andsubordinate’s encouragement) (Venkatesh et al. 2003). Facilitating Conditions refer to the existence of 
organizational and technical infrastructure to support KMS (Venkatesh et al. 2003) and address areas of (1) 
people’s experience and skill,  (2) understanding of organizational knowledge, (3) organizational structure 
supporting KMS,  (4) organizational culture rewards and encourages KMS, (5) IT infrastructure,  (6) supporting  
business processes,  (7) Support from IS/IT department, (8) top management initiative,  (9) top management 
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support,  (10) management challenge to people to be innovative, and (11) effective knowledge reuse. Initiation of 
KMS is concerned with activities of preparing and embracing the introduction of KMS into the organization. 
Some examples of such activities are:  (1) establishing that KMS is the ideal solution, (2) background research in 
KMS conducted, (3) budget allocation, (4) appointing a knowledge champion, (5) building supporting 
infrastructure for KMS introduction, and (6) organizational adjustments (processes etc.). Use Behaviour of KMS 
refers to implementation and diffusion of KMS and looks at areas of (1) routine use of KMS, (2) consistent use –
needs satisfying, (3) being integral part of business process, (4) supporting users’ working style, (5) adjustment 
of business processes for KMS implementation, (6) discouraging old means to capture knowledge, (6) having 
rigorous procedure to use KMS, and (7) monitoring the usage of KMS. Organizational size refers to number of 
employees.  
Hypotheses  
Links in the research model (Figure-1) represent the hypotheses. The revised UTAUT model thus has five 
hypotheses. As a result of page limitation, the details of hypotheses development will not be presented here. The 
five hypotheses are:  
H1: The influence of expected performance of KMS on initiation of KMS will be moderated by business size, 
such that the effect will be stronger for larger organizations.  
H2: The influence of expected effort to use KMS on initiation of KMS will be moderated by business size, such 
that the effect will be stronger for larger organizations.  
H3: The influence social influence on initiation of KMS will be moderated by business size, such that the effect 
will be stronger for larger organizations.  
H4: The influence of facilitating conditions on use behavior of KMS will be moderated by business size, such 
that the effect will be stronger for larger organizations.  
H5: Initiation of KMS will have a significant positive influence on use behavior of KMS.   
 
Performance
Expectancy
Facilitating
Conditions
Effort
Expectancy
Social
Influence
Initiation
of KMS
Use Behaviour
of KMS
Organizational
Size
 
Figure 1: A Revised Venkatash et al. ‘s (2003) Unified Theory of Acceptance 
 & Use of Technology (UTAUT) model 
Data Collection  
National Survey  
1,500 top revenue firms were organized from Business-Who-is-Who database (online-version). 1,500 
questionnaires were distributed to functional and senior managers in these companies who appear to be most 
relevant to KM and KMS.  At the end 285 valid responses were received resulting in 23% response rate. Table-4 
presents the distribution of size (number of employees) in national survey  
Table 4: Distribution of Size (number of employee) in National Survey 
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Western Australia (WA) Survey  
The questionnaires were also sent to 300 top companies in Western Australia (WA). There were 2 respondents 
from each company, thus 600 respondents took part in the study. At the end 149 valid responses were received. 
Thus final effective response rate was 24.8%. Distribution of size (number of employees) can be seen in Table 5.  
Table 5: Distribution of Size (number of employee) in WA Survey  
 
Data Analysis via PLS 
The national survey data was analysed by Structural Equation Modelling approach using PLS-Graph 3.0. Before 
the data were analysed, it was necessary to assess its properties. Data were tested for assumption of 
multinormality. Although the Kolomogorov-Smirnov normality test showed the distribution anomalies in all 
items, the skewness and kurtosis of each item fell within the acceptable range (± 2).  It is noted that PLS is 
specially appropriate for small sample analysis (Chin & Newsted, 1999). According to Barclay et al. (1995) PLS 
requires a minimum sample size that is ten times the greater of: (i) the number of items comprising the most 
complex formative construct, or (ii) the largest number of predictors leading to an endogenous (dependent) 
construct. We don’t have any formative construct in our research model and in our case the largest number of 
predictors leading to an endogenous construct is 11(Facilitating Conditions in Figure-1). Thus this study requires 
a minimum sample size of 77. Therefore 285 usable responses in national survey and 149 valid responses in WA 
study are both appropriate for PLS analysis.  Reliability of factors in the model was measured by examining 
cronbach’s α. The cut-off point for reliability is normally taken as 0.7. However 0.6 is acceptable for exploratory 
research (Hair et al. 1998). This study is exploratory in nature since it is testing a revised model with KMS as the 
case.  Table 6 shows that all the latent variables for both national and WA studies have internal consistencies 
above 0.6, indicating that the constructs are internally consistent and hence reliable.  
Table-6: Reliability of Factors 
Factors  National Data WA Data 
Performance Expectation 0.836 0.841 
Effort Expectation  0.64 0.684 
Social Influence  0.8 0.786 
Facilitating Conditions  0.858 0.871 
Initiation of KMS 0.765 0.796 
Use Behavior of KMS 0.815 0.812 
Results 
Results of National Survey   
Table 7 and Table 8 report the results of National Survey using business size (number of employee) as 
moderating variable. It can be seen from these two tables that H1 to H4 were not supported while H5 was 
supported by our national survey data.   
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Table 7: Results of National Survey 
 
       *p<0.05, ** p < 0.01; ***p<0.001 
 
Table 8: Results of National Survey (cont) 
 
Results of WA Survey   
Table 9 and Table 10 report the results of WA Survey using business size (number of employee) as moderating 
variable. It can be seen from these two tables that H1 to H4 were not supported while H5 was supported in the 
WA study.  
Table 9: Results of WA Survey  
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Table-10: Results of WA Survey (cont) 
 
Conclusions and Future Research Directions  
This paper first presents a comparative study of knowledge management between large businesses and SMEs. In 
doing so it takes a qualitative field study approach. Fifteen companies (5 large organizations and 10 SMEs) and 
took part in the study. The interviews were transcribed by the researchers and the contents were analyzed 
thoroughly using a structured process. Three variables identified to be significant for KM success in both SMEs 
and large businesses were: “Organizational Structure”, “Organizational culture”, and “Top Management 
Support’. These variables were mentioned by all the participating companies. Organizations planning to embark 
on KM or currently practicing some parts of KM should look into these variables carefully for successful 
implementation of KM.  
This paper then presented second-phase of the research in which a revised UTAUT model was tested by utilizing 
two recently collected data sets of KMS adoption. The results of quantitative analysis suggest that 
“organizational size” did not have any effect on the ‘initiation’ and ‘use behaviour’ of KMS. Such finding is not 
in line with many past IT adoption study. A possible explanation is that the competitive pressure has forced 
every business and organization practice knowledge management even though there are some differences in 
format, extent, complexity, advances, and experience of their knowledge management activities.  Another 
possible explanation for this is that the required technologies (intranet, databases, communication tools, etc) for 
managing knowledge is already in place and are available to people. Everyone has thus become familiar with 
those technologies. As a result, people may tend to take this availability for granted and hence is the indifference 
to KMS Characteristics as an influencing factor in the KMS adoption. More research on the impact of business 
size on IT adoption is needed.  
This study contributes to the KM literature by adopting a combined qualitative and quantitative research method. 
It first uses qualitative field studies to identify significant factors of knowledge management then validate it in 
the subsequent quantitative analysis. It must be mentioned that most of the existing research in KM are 
quantitative in nature, i.e., hypothesis testing confirmatory type.  The researchers’ future plan is to further test 
the moderating impact of size and examine the moderating impact of other factors such as industry sector, 
business models, country/cultural differences, etc.  This part of the research will use a quantitative approach, 
which will test a number of hypotheses and the model itself.  
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